A Survey of the Peach Industry in Ottawa County by Leed, Theodore
A SURVEY OF THE PEACH INDUSTRY IN OTTAWA COUNTY 
T. W. teed 
The Ohio State University 
Columbus, Ohio 
and 
The Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station 
Wooster, Ohio 
March 1?54 
A. E. 246 
The author wishes to thank the following for their assistance and coopera-
tion in conducting and publishing this survey: Dr. M. E. Cravens, Department 
of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Ohio State University; Vernon 
Patterson, Extension Horticulturist, Ohio State University; Fred Grimm, Agricul• 
tural Agent in Ottawa County, and Nick Havas, former graduate assistant in 
the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Ohio State 
Universi.ty. 
Table of Contents 
Summary and Conclusions •••••••••••••••••••·-····••••••••••••••••••••••• l 
Introduction ....................................................... t •••• 
Method ................................................................... 
4 
5 
Number of Growers and T,Y,pe of Production ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 
and Ages ..... ' ................................. . Tree Numbers, Varieties, 
Size of Orchards ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• It ................. , •••••• 
6 
10 
Tree .Ages • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • .. • lO 
................... ' ....... . Future Trends in Tree Numbers and Varieties 
Use of Land Formerly Devoted to Peaches ................... ' ............. . 
11 
13 
Length of Ownership or Operation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 
Age of Growers and Plans for Transfer of Ownership ••••••••••••••••••••• 15 
Impqrtance of Peaches and Non·Farm E!rJ.llloyment as a Source of Income • • • • 16 
Marketing Practices and Problems ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 17 
Marketing Methods ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 17 
Price Determination ............... ' ... ' ............................ . 19 
Containers Used ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 20 
Main Marketing Problems •• , ••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , 2l 
Production Practices and Problems ............................ -......... . 21 
Frost Dam.age , ••••••• ,.. .......................... , • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~2 
Plan.ting Distances . ••••. , • , ••••• , .• , ............................ ., . • • 23 
Use of Irrigation .• ' .• ' .•••............••.••.•.••..•.•.•••••••. I • • 24 
Use of Cover Crops .••.••..•••••.....••..•.• , .. , • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • . • 24 
Fertilization Programs •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 24 
Main Production Problems •···~·····•·•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 25 
Attitude Towards Advertising ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 26 
During July and August of 1952, 149 Ottawa County peach growers were inter-
viewed in order to obtain information concerning tree numbers, ages, and varieties, 
marketing and production practices, and factors affecting these practices. 
Elberta, Golden Jubilee and Halehaven were the three most important of the 58 
varieties grown in Ottawa County. Elberta was being grown by 95 percent of the 
growers and made up more than one-half of the total number of trees. 
The 149 growers had a total of 231,520 trees. About one-half of the growers 
had 1000 or fewer trees each and together had only 16 percent of the total number. 
Forty-nine growers intended to increase their peach acreage wUhin the next 
five years while 23 growers intended to reduce their acreage. The intended change 
in tree numbers will be an increase of more than 20,000 trees. It was indicated -
that the Elberta variety might become less important in the future and that Hale-
haven, Redhaven, South Haven, and other early varieties would become more important. 
About 31 percent of the growers had fewer peach trees at the time of the survey 
than at the time they began operating the farm and about 46 percent had more trees. 
About 85 percent of those growers having fewer trees have used the land formerly 
in peaches either for grain crops. general far.ming, or have left it remain idle.' 
One hundred thirty growers were full owners of their farms, 12 were non-owners, 
and seven were part owners. One-half of the growers had owned or operated the farm 
for 15 years or less. 
Approximately one-half of the grO'tvers were more than 56 years of age. One-
fourth of the peach growers had made definite plans for transfer of ownership of 
their farm and almost two-thirds indicated that the farm would remain in the 
family if possible. 
Nearly 54 percent of the growers had jobs other than farming. Twenty-seven 
percent earned more than one-half of their total income from peaches, compared with 
about 41 percent before World war II. 
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A roadside market was used by 73 percent of the growers to market part or all 
of their 1951 peach crop, and 37.2 percent sold to truckers and 26.4 percent 
marketed through a local pacldng shed. 
Roadside market operators based their selling price mostly upon local competi-
tion, market reports, or newspapere. 
All but seven growers were using only wooden splint or stave containers to 
market their peaches and the bushel and four quart sizes were most popular. Thirty-
two of these growers believed that another type of container would be more satis-
factory and most of them indicated that a paper or cardboard type would be better. 
Sixty percent of the growers believed that a major marketing problem existed 
in the county, and the most important problems mentioned were: price cutting by 
other growers, truckers take advantage when ripe fruit is on hand, and cannot 
obtain fair prices. 
The growers indicated that spring frost damage was not a problem in Ottawa 
County. 
The most common planting distances used in peach orchards were 16 x 16 and 
18 x 18 feet. The average planting distance for all growers was 17.3 x 17.8 feet. 
Seven growers were irrigating peach trees, and all but one believed that it 
was of value. More than one-half of those not irrigating indicated a belief that 
it would be of value in most years. 
Seventy-seven growers were using cover crops in their orchards and rye, rye-
grass or both were used as a cover crop by 85 percent of them. 
Two-thirds of the growers followed a fertilization schedule in their orchards, 
70 percent of those having more than 1000 trees, and 62 percent of those with 1000 
or less trees. 
One hundred and two growers mentioned major problems in the production of 
peaches. Insect control was mentioned by 72.5 percent of the growers as being a 
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major problem, and peach borers ~e up'43 percent of this total. Disease control 
and the scarcity and high cost of labor were the next most important problems 
mentioned. 
Fifty-six percent of the growers were in favor of grower financed advertising 
of Ottawa County peaches, 23 percent were opposed, and the rest were uncertain. 
4 
Introduction 
Ottawa County has long been the leading peach producing area in Ohio and in 
1949 more than 20 pe~cent of the total crop in Ohio was produced in this county. 
Since 1910, however, peach tree numbers in Ohio and Ottawa County have been rapidly 
declining. 
Fruit has decreased in importance as a source of farm cash income. In 1937 
fruit was the second greatest source of gross cash income to farmers in Ottawa 
County and accounted for 19 percent of total gross farm receipts. In 1951 
fruit made up only 10 percent of total gross cash income to Ottawa County farmers 
and ranked third as a source or farm income. 
Table 1 shows the decline in peach tree numbers in Ottawa County by census 
years. Tree numbers declined between each census year, and from 1910 until 1950 
Table 1. Peach Tree Numbers and Production and Percent of State Total, by Census 
Year, Ottawa County, 1910-1950. 
Total Peach -Trees Prod'Uctionl/ -- PercE"nt change 
Census -------------in tree numbers 
Year Percent of Percent of 
Numbet' State Total Bushels State Total __ .. ____ _,_ ------· 
1910 7]1,917 14.0 275,497 26.6 
1915 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 
1920 615,150 15.8 70,313 11".4 
1925 538,663 14.7 5,003 0.7 
1930 499,099 13.1 3,991 0.8 
1935 388,263 11.7 66,992 32.6 
1940 326,716 17.8 241,129 24.7 
1945 301,402 17.0 170,844 12.5 
1950 270,837 18.2 199,904 21.7 
- --w·~-- --- ------ ---- - ---- --
1/ Production for year prior to census year. g/ No census data available. 
from previous 
c.ensus 
-
2/ 
-16.0 
-12.4 
- 7·3 
- 7.8 
- 8.4 
- 7·7 
-10.1 
the number of peach trees in Ottawa County declined 63 percent. Peach trees 
numbers in the state as a whole declined by 71.5 percent during this same period. 
At a mcetinE of the Ottawa County ~ru.t Committee in July 1952 it was ~ecided 
that a survey of the peach industry in the county mie:ht be helpful in r1etermi.ninf! 
the status of the peach businefls and in indicating future trends, T',e results of 
the survey coulc1 1..hen ':le userl b:r rro-;vers, rese.:1rch and extension workers in 
appraisint: the peach i'"'dustry, and in solving- marketing and production problems. 
Method 
The p:ro,rer survey was conducted in Ottaua County dnrinp July and August 
of 1952. 'Fac1. frL·it rrower rras personally contacted during tl'lis period an(l asked 
several questions. T:1ese ql:'estions were ('esir·ncd to obtain information on tree 
n11mbers anc1 varieties at the prese.1t time and in the future, marl eting practices 
and factors al'~"ectin[ mar •. etinr practices, and ~reduction practices. The enumera-
tors used a list preDaret' by ljhe C01.mty Arent and also stopped wherever fruit of 
an;y h.incl was beine : rou;:.. One hundred seventy seven farm opera tors were visited 
durL1r this f:'lll.L've:- of which 149 were peach rrowers who C\.'rrently had 100 or more 
bearinr trees. An atte,npt i·iar made to contact all peach ~'rowers in 0 t:.tawa County 
had approximately one or 1aoro acres of trees. The 149 growers who were visited 
represented 231,520 peach trees, or about 85 percent of the total number of trees 
in the ~ounty according to thf 1950 Census of Agriculture. The 149 peach crowers 
having 100 or nore trees will be the gro-vrers m th which this report is concerned. 
Number of Growers and T,ype of Production 
•, One hundred and seventy seven fruit growers were visited during July and 
Aur·ust of 1952. Table 2 presents the claesification of these f'rowers •d th regard 
to pe"lches. Only those ,. rowers having 100 or ;,1ore oeach trees were asked to 
ansvrer all the cuestions since it was believed that smaller rrowers could not be 
considered commercial grouers. 
~-
Table 2. ClaGsification of 177 Ottawa County Fruit Growers, July and Auc;ust, 1953 
Classification as 
Peach C'roT..:rer Number of GroT..rers ~~--------------------~·------~~~ 
One hundred or more trees 
Less than one hun().red trees 
No peach trees 
Total 
149 
5 
23 
177 
Percent of Growers 
84.2 
2.8 
13.0 
100.0 
Of the 23 r::·rowers vrho did not have peaches at the time they were interviewed, 
22 of tLem asserted that peaches had been r,:rmm on that farm at one time. Uhen 
asked wLy peaches were no lonrer gro1-vn on the farm, tlJe most connnon answers were 
that peac:1es did not rett'rn a satisfactory urol'i t or involved difficult prodDction 
problems. 
Table 3 indicates the kind of fruit frown, other than peaches, by the 149 
peach r:rowers c.)ntacted. This table shows that only about one-half of these peach 
rrowers had ODe or more acres of Qther fruits. A~ples were grown by 51 of those 
peach growers who had other fruit in addition to peaches. 
Tree Numbers, Varietie.s, and Ages 
It was not posr,ible to obtain the exact number of tree~ for each variety 
because many rrovJers could only rive the Jvotal number of trees in their orchards. 
Table 4 sho11s tl1e number of trees for the most important varieties based upon the 
infornation civen b~ those c:·ro~·rers who knew the number of trees of each variety 
that they '.Vere gro1-Tii:Lg. The information in Table 4 j_nc'lica tes the relative import-
ance o.f the several varieties in terms of tree m1.I1lbers even though the variety 
of many trees was not re;)orted. 
It is interestinr to note that the Blberta variety made up more than one-half 
of all peach trees accounted for in t.h.is survey. The Falehaven anr1 Ciolden Jnbilee 
varieties were the next most important in terms of tree numbers by a considerable 
marg'in. 
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Table. 3. :,rt mher and Percent of Peach Grouers!/ Growing Other F'rui t in Act.di tion 
to Peac',es, 149 Peach GroFers, Ottai'll'R County, July-August, 1952. 
Fruit ~rown in / 
Addition to Peache5~ Number of r.r0i•7ers Percent of Growers 
No ot-her frt,i t 73 49.0 
Apples o.oly 32 21.5 
Grapes only 4 2.7 
Pears only 3 2.0 
Plums only 3 2.0 
Cherries only 2 1.3 
Applss and pears 11 7.4 
Pears anc" plt'ms s 3.11 
Aprles, pears and pltms 4 2.7 
Aoples ancl cherrj es 2 1.3 
Applec end plt~s 2 1.3 
OthcrY B 5.4 
Total 149 100.0 
!/ IncluCies only vhose ravine- 100 or more peach lrees. 
2/ Inclncles onJ y those havinr a ;proximately one acre of each fruit other than 
- peaches. 
3/ Includes ouher coJll.bina t.ions of uhc riven :'rui ts in adr'i tion to one grower 
- who had apricols anr nectarines. 
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Table 4. Number of Peach Trees by Variety, Ottawa County, July and August, 1952 
Number of Growers Number of 
Variety Reporting Trees 
Elberta 128 126,267 
Halehaven H5 lR, 71') 
Golden Jubilee 86 10,589 
South Haven 52 5,764 
Fertile Hale 18 3,435 
Zarn 20 3,168 
Red Haven 34 2,805 
J. H. Hale 14 1,730 
Hardie 14 l,595 
Rochester 21 1,055 
Rio Oso Gem 8 1,017 
Salberta 11 965 
Other and mixed.!/ 73 54,418 
Total 149Y 231,520 
1/ Includes varieties of which there were less than 900 trees and combinations 
- of which grmvers could not give the number of each variety. 
5/ Most prowers had ~ore than one variety. 
The importance of the varieties rrown in terms of the number of ;rrowers having 
at least ten trees of the r,iven varieties is presented in Table 5. A total of 58 
different varieties was being (troi-1'\ by the 149 growers visited. 
Table 5. Number and Percent of 149 Peach tirowers Having Ten or More Trees of 
Given Varieties, Ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
-- Number of Percent of-
Var}._ety_ Growers Growers 
-- --~--- ------ -------- -----
Elberta 142 95-3 
Golden Jubilee 114 76-5 
Hale haven 111 74.5 
South Haven 98 45.6 
Red Haven 57 38.3 
Rochester 35 23.5 
Zarn 28 18.8 
J, H. Hale 28 18.8 
Fertile Hale 25 16.8 
Hardie 18 12.1 
Salberta 17 11.4 
Mikado 17 11.4 
Oriole 16 10.7 
White Cha.m;p ion 12 8.1 
Rio Oso Gem 12 8.1 
Cumberland 11 7.4 
Sunglo 9 6.0 
Kalhaven 8 5.4 
Dewey 8 5-4 
Carmen 7 4.7 
Mayflower 7 4.7 
Lemon Free 7 4.7 
Other3:/ 80 53.7 
----------·----- ____ ... _____________________________ .. _ 
1/ Includes 36 varieties each of which was being grown by less th~ seven growers. 
-10-
Size of Orchards 
The 149 growers had a total of 231,520 peach trees, an average of 1,554 trees, 
or approximately 11 acres per grower.~/ Table 6 shows the distribution of peach 
growers according to the size of ~rchards. About one-half of the growers visited in 
Table 6. Distribution of 149 Peach Growers According to Number of Trees Grown, 
Ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
·-·---- -------·-- ----cUinUJ.ative-
Number of Number of Percent of Number of Percentage of 
Trees Growers Growers Trees Trees 
---- ----- ... --· ---- ~---------- ---
100 to 500 4o 26.9 12,814 5-5 
~:)1 to 1000 33 22.1 24,211 16.0 
1001 to 1500 21 14.1 25,700 27.1 
1501 to 2000 21 14.1 36,938 43.0 
2001 to 2500 6 4.0 13,940 49.1 
2501 to 3000 9 6.0 24,697 59·7 
3001 to 3500 3 2.0 9,875 64.0 
3 50J. to 4000 4 2.7 15,226 70.6 
4ool to 4500 5 3.4 21,565 o/9·9 
4501 to 5000 3 2.0 14,600 86.2 
5000 and over 4 2.7 31,954 100.0 
--·-
Total 149 100.0 231,520 100.0 
--------- --... -·------- -·--- """""""'-·--·--·--------
the survey had 1000 or fewer trees and had only 16 percent of the total number of 
trees. Thus, one-half of the growers visited had 84 percent of the trees accounted 
for in the survey. 
Tre_~~~ 
An attempt was made to determine the ages of all peach trees by varieties. Few 
growers were able to give the exact ages because of replantings, the fact that some 
growers were operating orchards that had been partly planted by a former operator; 
and various other reasons. The information obtained in regard to tree ages indi-
cated that more than one-third of the trees were more than ten years old and at 
least !0 percent were more than 15 years of age. Since yields per tree usually 
~/Assuming an average of 142 trees per acre. 
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declines after fifteen years, it appears as if at least one-fifth of the peach 
trees in Ottawa County are no longer in the maximum yield stage. This fact could 
have an important effect on the orchard yields of ind~vtd~al gr-ewers and conse~· 
quently on the profitableness of the peach enterprise. 
Future Trend.s in Tree Nunibers and Varieties 
-----·--~ -~ ..... -----.. -·--------...... __ 
All of the gro~ers ~ere asked their plans regarding the planting or removal of 
peach trees within the next five years. Seventy-seven growers did not plant any 
changes while ~9 growers indicated that they planned to plant additional trees and 
23 growers said that they planned to reduce their orchards within this period. Of 
the 49 growers planning to increase plantings, 29 had more than 1000 trees, and of 
those 23 planning to reduce plantings, 13 had 1000 or more trees. The estimated 
plantings amounted to about 34,000 trees and the estimated removals to about 14,000 
trees. Only the information from growers who indicated that they would have a 
net change in the tbtal number of trees or varieties grown were included in the 
alove figures . 
The estimated plantings and removal of peach trees by Ottawa County growers 
is presented in Table 7. Elberta ~as mentioned more often than any other variety 
by growers who intended to plant additional trees and also by those who intended 
to remove trees. The estimated plantings of Elberta trees were 3841 trees plus an 
unknown number included in mixtures, whereas the estimated removals were ~352 trees. 
This indicates that the Elberta variety will become less important in the future, 
a fact that will have an unknown effect upon marketing practices and problems in 
Ottawa County. Red Raven, Hale Haven and other early varieties were the next most 
important mentioned by those who intended to increase their peach acreage, and most 
of the remainder were undecided as to the varieties to be planted. 
Even though 29 of the 49 growers planning to increase their peach acreage 
were those having more than 1000 trees, one-half of the net increase in tree numbers 
will be due to the plantings of growers having less than 1000 trees. This is due 
to the estimated 10,755 trees to be removed by the larger growers. 
Table 7. Number of Trees to be Planted and Removed within the Next Five Years by 
72 Peach Growers, by Variety, Ottawa County, July and August~ 1952. 
----------Plantings __ _ 
Growers with Growers with 
Variety less than more than 
1001 trees 1000 trees 
------------ ----- -·- --- -·-----
Elberta 
Elberta and early variety 
Elberta and late variety 
Redhaven 
South Haven 
Halehaven 
Mixed havens 
Mikado 
Fertile Hale 
Early Red Giant 
Shippers Red 
Golden Jubilee 
Hardie 
Early varieties 
Late varieties 
Unknown 
Other1/ 
1177 
1500 
600 
500 
340 
605 
100 
400 
4516 
3550 
2664 
2006 
1120 
100 
560 
447 
200 
100 
100 
1340 
8543 
3595 
------Removals- ------ ---
GroW"erswi th - --Growers with 
less than more than 
1001 trees 1000 trees 
1752 
150 
300 
755 
7600 
250 
500 
----- ............... _____ ....,._--------.--·-------
Total ~-13;'288 20,775 2,957 10,755 
----- -"'-~ ·~------- .. ---------.. --------------
~/ Includes combinations of three or more varieties. 
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These figures indicate that the total number of peach trees in Ottawa County 
will increase by about 20,000 within the next five years. An important considera-
tion for the future is the fact that many trees were severely injured during the 
winter of 1951 and almost all of the orchards have dead or dyLng trees as a 
result of this winter damage. The extent to which such trees are replaced will 
undoubtedly have considerable bearing upon the peach tree numbers in Ottawa 
County in the next five years. 
Use of Land Formerly Devot_':_~ _!~~~ache~ 
Each of the growers interviewed was asked to give the number of peach trees 
on the farm when he began operations as well as the number he currently was 
growing. This information indjcates the number of growers having more, fewer or 
the same number of trees now compared to the beginning of their ~erations on 
the present farm. (Table 8) 
Table 8. Number and Percent of Peach Growers Having More, Fewer or the Same 
Number of Trees in 1952 as Compared to the Beginning of Their Opera-
tions of the Farm, Ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
Number of Trees now 
Compared to Beginning 
-------------------- ----------
Number of Percent of 
of Operat~~------·-------- Growers Growers 
------------------- ·..;;_ _ 
More 
Same 
Fewer 
No answer 
Total 
68 
34 
46 
1 
------------
100.0 
-- - ------------- ----·-- -------- ----- ----- - ------- ·------
Table 9 shows the use of land formerly devoted to peaches by those 46 
growers who have reduced their peach acreage since beginning operations. 
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Table 9. Use of Land Formerly Devoted to Peaches by Those Grorrers Havinr T'e1.rer 
·rrees 1 ow Than <1t tbe Beginm .. np of Their Operation of t.he Farm, 46 
Gro't-rers, Ottawa County, July and Aurust, 1952. 
Use of Lan<'l formerly Number of Percent of 
Devo~ed to Pe0ches Growers Grovrers 
Grain Crops 16 34.8 
General Farm.inf 12 26.1 
Left Idle 11 23.9 
Sold 2 4.3 
Clover ;.nd Alfalfa 1 2.2 
TITo answer 4 8.7 
-- -· 
Total 46 100.0 
Len['tb of Ownersbip or Operation 
In orcler to c'etermtne the rate of turnover of peach orchards in OLtawa County, 
each rrower wns asked how lonp- he h-d o-wned or operated the farm where he was 
currently producing peaches. It was found that 130 rroNers owned the entire 
farm, 12 were non-oi<mers and seven prowers were part owners. T'1e length of 
operation in number of years is oresente(1 in Tnble 10. 
Table 10, Len~th of Operation of Farms by 149 Pe~ch Growers, Ottawa County, 
July and Angust, 1952. 
Years l/ NLUnber of Pe·ccent of Cumulative 
Operated- Groi>rers Groi>rers Percentage 
0 .. 5 28 19.0 19 .. 0 
6 
- 10 28 19.0 37.8 
11 - 15 18 12.2 5o.o 
16 ... :?0 7 4.'7 54.7 
21 - 25 8 5.4 60.1 
26 - 30 Jl 7 .l~ 67.6 
31 - 35 15 10.1 77.7 
36 - 40 13 8.8 86.5 
41 - 45 7 4.7 91.2 
46 - 50 3 2.0 93.2 
51 - 55 3 2.0 95.3 
56 • over 7 4.7 1oo.o 
Total 148Ef 100.0 100.0 
1/ Refers to number of years present operator has asslmed resJonsib~lity for 
- operation of the farm or number of years present operator has lived on farm 
;in the case of lifetime residents. S/ One ~rower did not answer. 
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0ne-hnll' of vh€ rrowers had operated their farms 15 years or less ancJ 32.4 
perrent had operated or hed lived on the E~rm more than ;o years. (Table 10). 
Only 37.8 percent of the - ro·.ers hed operated the farm 10 years or less whicl' 
indicates relatively long time ownership or onoration by the majority of growers 
interviewed, 
Ar e of Growers anc. P~ans for 'T'ransfer of Qi•mership 
An important factor affecting the status of <:' speci.falized business such as 
peach production is whether or not younp people enter the business and intend to 
remain. A lack of interest B.ltiOnf the younc people was a:9parent since only a .few 
p.rowers who had sons of worki.n~ age indicated that their sons intendec1 to farm 
and in most cases had already chosen other occupations. 
Each rrower was questioned about his or the owner's plans for transferring 
ownership of the .farm in the .ru ture. Only one-fourth of the owners lLad made any 
de.fini te 1.1lans or a:r-renre1'1emts for the .future dis!Josi tion o.f their .farms. Sixty-
six percent or the o1mers stated th~t the .farms woulc remain in the .family if at 
all possible, hm-1ever,. 
The estimate<1 ae;es o.f the rrowers showen. that more than one-half were over 55 
years old and only 15.4 pet'cent w·ere under 41 years of are (Table 11). 
The facts indicate that the:re will probably 'Je .fev;er commercial peach growe-rs 
in Ottawa County. The production o.f peac'bes is a S3)ecialized business 1·rhich 
requirE:c an eXiJerienceti operator to maintain a pro.Ci table enterprisA. '.L'lle 
apparent. lack of young people in the peach business, the 1mcertainties of many 
of the growers rerarding a future disposition of their farms, the larg-e proportion 
of relatively small orchards, shi!ts to other crops anc increasing non-farm 
employment of growers are all factors leading to the above conclusion. According 
to the Census of Ae-riculture, there were leos than half as many farms with peach 
trees in 1950 than in 1930. 
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Im~ortance of Peaches and Non-Farm Employment as·a Source of Income 
As mentioned previously, peaches have become less important as a source of 
farm inc01ae in Ottawa Coun·Ly during the past 15 years. Peaches have also become 
less important an a source of income to the 149 growers interviewed. Defore World 
War II n~arly 41 perc~nt of the growers de~ended upon peaches for more than one-
hRlf of their total income while at the ti;ne of the survey, 27 percent or the 
growers earned more than one-half of their total income by growing peaches. 
Table 11. Estimated Age Group Classification of 149 Peach Growers, Ottawa County., 
JQ1y and August, 1952. 
Number of Percent' of Cumulative 
!::,f!e GrouE Growers Growers Pe1•centa&'e 
20 - 25 1 0.7 o. 7 
26 
- 30 3 2.0 2.7 
31 - 35 8 5.4 8.1 
36 - 40 11 7.4 15.4 
41 - 45 18 12.1 21.5 
46 
- 50 11 7.4 34.9 
51 - 55 22 14.7 49.7 
56 .,. 60 12 8.1 57.7 
61 - 65 32 21.4 79.2 
66 
- 70 18 12.1 91.3 
71 - 75 10 6.7 98.0 
76 - 80 3 2.0 100.0 
Total 149 lflO.O 100.0 
!I The are of either the mmer or operator nas used depending upon who assumed 
the responsibility for producin€' and marketing the peaches. 
Part of this dec line in the impor·IJ3. LlC@ of ~)enches in the .farm en ter,)rises 
has been dt'e to shii'ts to other crops or livestod:, but another important .factor 
has been t.he favorable opportuni Lies for non-.farn emrlojlnent. These 0p1)ortuni ties 
have undoubtedly conuriou ted to t.he decline of 'l..lle peach industry in ottawa 
County. -~early 54 percent of vho rrro~:ers visited in the survey had jobs other 
than .farmirw, and 35.6 pc·rcent of these had .full ·Li11e jobs. Nearl;r 66 percent of 
Lhe grm;crs of 1000 or less vrees had jobs other than .far11Ung while 46 percent of 
the rro~rers of 1,1ore than 1000 trees had other jobs • 
I arketinF Practices ar_:.d Problems 
An attempt vras mac'e to determine bhe outlets used by peach rrouers in ottawa 
County for t'1ei.r crop, ho~r nricef' were determ.i.ned for those rro-vrers not selling 
dirnctly to local pacldnr shc0s, rE::taiJers, or 1.rholesalers, t,he types of containers 
used, and prouGrs 1 op Lni.ons concernin~ marketinp; problem.s. 
HarL:o ti..nr' r:ethoc1s 
Each e:ro~Jer was asked how he had marketed the previous year's peach crop. 
The outlets used by vhe rrorJers to market their 1.951 crop are shown in Table 12. 
Table 12. Nl'mbcr :~.nd Percent of/GrmJers ~1arl<:eting Their 1951 Peach Crop Throu?h 
Various OutJ.ets, J48! Growers, ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
Outh:t Us~~ Nn.mber of 
For Crop_ Growers 
Roadsid8 market an(' truck~rs.2./ 45 
Roadside market 31 
Roadside mark e ·L and local pA.ckinr shed 22 
Local pacl~inr shed 17 
Trucker 10 
Roadside me.rl::et flnd retailer 5 
Roadside market and wholesaler 5 
Retaifiir 4 
Other_ 9 
Total 148 
1/ One grower had no marlmtable crop in 1951. 
~/ Ninety-five percent or more of total crop, 
Percent of 
Growers 
30.3 
20.9 
14.9 
11.5 
6.8 
3.4 
3.4 
2.7 
6.1 
100.0 
)/Refers to truck-buyers who nurchased fruit at the farm. 
:g! Includes those 1·1ho marLeted t:hrough other combinations of che given outlets. 
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Almost 73 percent of the frowers marketed part or all of their crop through 
a roadsic:~e market u.rhile .37 ~ 2 percent sold to a trucker and 26.4 percent marketed 
thrnurh a local packing shed. A local packing shed refors to the cooperative 
private packine; shed in the county. 
Table 13. Outlet Used by 148 Peach Growers to }1arket Most of Their 1951 Crop, by 
Size of Grov1er, Ottavm. County, July and August, 1952 • 
Size of Gro1·rer Outlets Used 
by number of "RoadsJ.cte PackJ.ng ---------
trA8S r1R.r]';:E-t Shed Trucker Retailer "t~Iholesaler otr.ezt!Total 
(Percent of Growers) 
100 - 5oo 70.0 10.0 7.5 10,0 2.5 100.0 
501 - 1000 34.3 15.6 31.3 18.8 100.0 
10n1 - 1500 28.6 33.3 19.0 4.8 4.8 ?.5 100,0 
1501 - 2000 llJ .3 38.6 33.3 4.8 19.0 100.0 
2001 - 3000 33.3 26.? 33.3 6.7 lCO.O 
3001 - over ':\J. 5 ~ . 15.8 21.1 5.3 10.5 15.8 100.0 
Total 39.9 19.6 22.3 J+oO 2.7 11 .. 5 100,0 
'}} Inc]udes those who sold an equal proportion throurh two or more of the given 
outlets. 
The sinP;le outlet used by growers to mark€-t most of the peach crop in 1951 is 
ghen in •rab1e 13 accordin;· to the size of the rsrovrer,. The s:;-rowers having less 
than 1000 trees used the roadside narket to a :--reat.er extent than those growers 
having rnore than 1000 trees, whereas the reverse was true in the case of a local 
pRckinr shed and a trncker. 
Of those rro-vrers having 1000 or fewer trees, 54.2 percent sold most of :..heir 
crop through a roadside market and 12.5 percent marketed mostly through a local 
packing shed. Of those growers having more than 1000 trees, the same proportion, 
26,.3 percent, sold most o.r their 1951 crop through a roadside market, a local 
packinp. shed, and a truclcer. 
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The information in Tables 12 and 13 indi~ates that the roadside market was 
the most important marketing outlet used in Ottawa County in terms of the number of 
growers and the" voltune of fruit sold. Truckers and a local :packing shed were the 
next most important marketing outlets. A relatively small proportion of the peach 
crop was sold directly to a retailer or wholesaler. 
Since size of crop influences growers' marketing :practices, the foregoing 
information would not necessarily describe marketing practices for all crop years. 
The relative importance of the various marketing outlets probably would not change 
from year to year, however, unless very large variations occurred in production. 
The total production of peaches in Ottawa County in 1951 is not known, but for the 
whole state the 1951 peach crop was only about three percent greater than the 
average production from 1940 to 1949. 
Price Determination 
Growers who sold peaches at roadside markets based their selling price upon 
local competition to a greater extent than on any other factor (Table 14). 
Table 14. Factors Upon Which P ice was Based by Growers Who Sold Peaches at 
Roadside Markets ±n 1951, Ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
Price Deter.mining Number of- Percent 
Factors Growers Growers 
Local competition 60 51.7 
Market report or newspaper 49 42.2 
What traffic would bear 29 25.0 
Truckers' price 10 8.6 
City retail price 8 6.9 
Price at local packing shed 3 2.6 
Other 6 5.2 
No answer 1 0.9 
of 
________ ... ____ -
Total 116~/ J.::./ 
~/ Some growers mentioned more than one factor. 
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More than one-half of those growers who sold peaches at roadside markets 
based their selling prices wholly or partly on local competition while market 
reports or newspaper price quotations were the next most important factor. 
Since almost 73 percent of the growers interviewed sold part or all of 
their 1951 crop through a roadside market, it is apparent that a high degree of 
competition exists in the county. Most of the roadside sales were made to 
tourists, according to the growers who sold at roadside. The fact that roadside 
operators tend to pick relatively ripe fruit which has to be moved in a short time, 
and the high degree of competition has undoubtedly created a favorable sit~ation 
for truck buyers who come into the area when ripe fruit is on hand. This situ-
ation has probably had and will continue to have quite an influence upon prices 
received at roadside by growers especially if large unit sales continue to decline 
due to less home canning. 
Containers Used 
All but four growers were using splint or stave bushel baskets to market 
part or all of their peach crop, and the next most popular container was the 
four quart splint basket which was being used by 68 percent of the growers. Only 
seven growers were using containers other than the splint type, five of these 
were using some cardboard containers and two were using wooden crates, All of 
the growers who sold fruit to a local packing shed used the splint bushel basket 
to move peaches to the packing house. Most of the growers who used outlets in 
addition to a local packing house were packing peaches in various sizes of 
splint containers, and, as mentioned before, a few were using types other than 
splint. 
All of the growers were asked whether or not they believed that the con-
tainers they were presently using were fully satisfactory for marketing peaches. 
Thirty-two growers did not believe that the containers which they were using 
were fully satisfactory and gave the recommendations presented in Table 15. 
-21-
Table 15. Recommendations Made by 32 Peach Growers Not Fully Satisfied with 
Present Containers as to What Types of Containers would be More 
Satisfactory, Ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
Re'CommendecC ·- ---...- ---Number c;r-- ·-----------Percent of 
-~-e_s ____ ····------- Growers Growers 
--~---------·---- ..._ __________ ·--------
Paper or cardboard 18 56.3 
A less expensive container 5~/ 15.6 
wooden box 3g/ 9.4 
A more durable container 2 6.3 
A more decorative container 1 3·1 
A round and shallow type 1 3.1 
Wo~en or cardboard box 1 3.1 
Don't know 1 
----------·---------------- ---·-
Total 32 100.0 
-------··--- -------- ----------· -~----- ----------
!/ One grower mentioned that it should also be easier to store. 
g/ One grower specified a wirebound box. 
Main Marketing PE._oble.E!s. 
Si~ty percent of the growers interviewed believed that a major marketing 
problem existed in Ottawa County. The main marketing problems encountered in 
the opinion of these 90 growers, are presented in Table 16. 
Production Practices and Problems 
Information was obtained concerning cultural practices followed by the peach 
growers in Ottawa County, and what they considered to be the main problems in 
producing peaches. It was believed that this information would reveal some of 
the causes for the lack of vigor that was apparent in peach orchards in the county, 
and thus explain some of the reasons for declining tree numbers. and increasing 
marketing problems. 
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Table 16. Problems Encountered in Marketing Peaches by 90 Growers*, Ottawa 
County, July and August, 1952. 
Froblems _____________ ~ 
Encountered 
----------------
Price cutting by other growers 
Truckers take advantage when 
ripe fruit is on hand 
Cannot obtain fair price 
Oversupply of fruit in area 
Low quality, low price on market 
Competition of fruit from other states 
C&n 1t move entire crop satisfactorily 
Poor price from packing shed 
Lack of competitive outlets 
Lack of home canning has cut demand 
Lack of grade enforcement in area 
Packing shed takes peaches too green 
No outlet for small sizes 
Unable to hold ripe fruit until it moves 
Obtaining size and ripeness to satisfy 
entire trade 
Delay in receiving money from packing shed 
Other 
Growers 
10 
102/ 
9--
8 
8 8~/ 
7 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
10 
Growers 
11.1 
11.1 
10~.0 
8.9 
8.9 
8.9 
7.8 
4.4 
3·3 
3.3 
3·3 
3·3 
3·3 
3-3 
2.2 
11.1 
------------------ ---- -. ·-·- ----
Total 90~/ 4/ 
* Fifty-six growers said that no problems existed, and three growers did not 
answer. 
~/Four specified part-time growers who cut price to move whatever possible. 
g/ One grower referred especially to Elberta season. 
df Two growers referred to Elberta season. 
~/ Some growers mentioned more than one problem. 
Frost P._am_a~~ 
Of the 149 peach growers interviewed, 59 indicated that slight spring frost 
damage was sometimes a problem but only 16 stated that severe spring frost damage 
ever occurred. Only eight of these 59 growers who indicated that slight spring 
frost damage sometimes occurred were of the opinion that it occurred as often as 
once in five years, while most of the remaining 51 growers said that slight damage 
occurred very seldom or once every ten to 15 years. Of those 16 growers who 
indicated that severe spring frost damage was sometimes a problem, only four 
believed that it occurred as often as once in five yeara. 
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It appears as if spring frosts are not a major production problem in Ottawa 
County and to that extent this area provides a very favorable site for producing 
:peaches in Ohio. 
Planting __ l2_istan~~ 
The most common :planting distances used in Ottawa County peach orchards 
were 16 by 16 and 18 by 18 feet ~~able 17). About one-third of the growers had 
:planted trees from 14 by 14 to 17 by 17 feet while the rest of the growers used 
greater distances. Several growers indicated that they were going to use greater 
distances between the trees and rows when making future plantings. 
Table 17. Number and Percent of 145~/ Ottawa Co~ty Peach Growers Using Various 
Planting Distances in Peach Orchardsg/, Ottawa County, July and 
August, 1952. 
Plani--tniFneg-ebt~3·s7tance _________ · ------------ Nuniber.or ------- · Percentor--
··lGrowers Growers 
---- --------------~---~---------·--------~-----------
14 by 14 
16 by 16 
16t by J.6t 
17 by 17 
16 by 18 16t by 18 
172 by 17t 
18 by 18 
18 by 20 
19t by 19t 
20 by 20 
Other 
Total 
2 
30 
11 
4 
16 
2 
4 
36 
9 
3 
154/ 13_ 
145 
-------------- -----------
1/ Four grovrers did not answer. 
1.4 
20.7 
7.6 
2.8 
11.0 
1.4 
2.8 
24.7 
6.2 
2.1 
10.3 
9.0 
100.0 
--- ---.---- --
2/ Distances used in most recent plantings were used. 
3/ First figure applies to distance between trees in the row and the second figure 
- applies to distance between rows. 
4/ Each of the following was mentioned by one grower: 15 by 15, 14 by 16, 12 by 18, 
- 14 by 18, 16t by 18t, 16 by 20, 18 by 15, 17 by 18, 17 by 19, 18t by 18t, 
. 19 by 19, 22 by 22, 20 by 24. 
Note average :planting distance was 17.3 by 17.8 
Use of Irrigation 
---~-~-.. --- ~-·-
Seven growers were irrigating their peach trees, two of whom were using 
sprayers tG irrigate less than 6oo trees. All but one grower believed that 
irrigation had been of value. Two growers estimated that irrigation had increased 
their peach crop from 50 to 75 percent and another estimated a 10 to 15 percent 
increase. The others believed that irrigation had either increased the size of 
the fruit or had benefited the trees. 
Of those 142 growers not irrigating, more than one-half said that irrigation 
would be of value in most years which indicates that inadequate moisture is a 
problem in the majority of peach orchards in Ottawa County. 
Cover crops were being grown in peach orchards by 77 growers. The remaining 
72 growers clean cultivated their orchards but used no cover crop. Fifty growers 
were using an annual cover crop wh!le 27 were growing a cover crop every other 
year or lezs often. About 85 percent were growing rye or grass or both for a 
cover crop, and the remainder were using another grain crop or clover. 
Of those growers having 1000 or less trees, 48 percent were using a cover 
crop compared with 57 percent of the growers having more than 1000 trees. The 
fact that 48 percent of the growers were not growing cover crops in their peach 
orchards could be one of the principal causes for many of the problems encoun-
tered in the production of peaches in Ottawa County. 
!ertiiiZ..2:_~..f.!ogr_~~ 
One-third of the grow~rs did not use fertilizer or manure in their orchards. 
About two-thirds of the growers were following a fertilization schedule in their 
peach orchards and most of them were applying the fertilizer or manure in the 
e:l)ring. All but 10 made regular annual applications . Seven of the growers were 
1 coadcasting or drilling the fertilizer throughout the orchards while the others 
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applied it on the foliage or around the base of the trees. Most of the growers 
used a complete fertilizer while manure and a nitrate followed in importance. Three 
growers were applying a nitrate to the trees by means of a foliage spray. 
Seventy percent of the growers with more than 1000 trees were using a 
fertilizer or manure in their orchards compared with 62 percent of growers with 
1000 or less trees. 
As pointed out previously, much of the soil in Ottawa County peach orchards 
has been in production continuously for a long period of time which could result 
in poor soil structure if recommended soil management practices were not followed. 
The fact that almost one~half of the growers did not use cover crops and one-third 
did not use fertilizer or manure together with the opinion that more moisture was 
needed in most years seems to indicate that inadequate soil structure, fertility, 
and moisture holding capacity are partly responsible for the problems encountered 
in peach production. 
Main Production Problems 
Insect control was asserted to be the greatest problem encountered in the 
production of peaches by the 102 growers who indicated that major production 
problems existed. (Table 18) 
Table 18. Main Problems Encountered in the Production of Peaches, Opinions of 102 
Growers, Ottawa County, July and August, l952i 
-·------ --NUmber of _... -Percent of 
Maln Problem Growers Growers 
___ ,. ... __ -----------~--~--------- ---- ----
Peach borers 
Oriental fruit moth 
Insect control 
Curculio 
Peach scale 
Brown rot 
Peach canker 
Disease control 
Insect and disease control 
Scarcity and cost of labor 
Winter damage to trees 
,Obtaining large sized fruit 
Lack of moisture 
Other 
44 
ll 
10 
7 
2 
6 
3 
2 
7 
12 
10 
4 
3 
14 
________ ... ----------~------ .. -~---- ------ ...... 
43.1 
10.8 
9.8 
6.9 
2.0 
5·9 
2.9 
2.0 
6.9 
11.8 
9·8 
3·9 
2.9 
13.7 
A total Of 74 growers indicated that insects were a major problem in the 
production of peachesj 44 of whom specified peach borers. 
~ 
The scarcity and high cost of labor was considered the most important problem 
encountered in the production of peaches other than insect and disease control. 
~~~~tud_~ T~wa:r:_~~J~:dve£"t_i_si_!lg 
All growers were asked whether or not they favored a grower financed adver-
tising program for Ottawa County peaches. The results are presented in Table 19. 
Table 19. Attitudes of 149 Peach Growers Towards Grower Financed Advertising of 
Peaches, Ottawa County, July and August, 1952. 
AttTtude--fowards~-----'--------- Number-of"-·----··--- ·-p-erc-en.t·-of--
Advertising Grovrers Growers 
-·-.. - ... _ ... _- ---------~-...... - ------------- -~_,.- ... -- -----··------~ 
Favorable 841/ 56.4 
Unfavorable 34g/ 22.8 
Might be of value 8 5.4 
Doubt its value 10 6.7 
Don't know or no opinion 13 8.7 
Total 100.0 
----------- .... -· ·- --- ·- --. ·-·---·--·· --- ·------------------
!J One was favorable if the advertising was fair to all growers. 
2/ Two growers preferred to do own advertising} two growers believed that they 
·· were too small to receive benefit, two growers believed advertising to be too 
costly, and two growers believed the benefits would be unfairly distributed. 

